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significant production of the domestic like product in the merchant
market, and the Commission finds that-

() the domestic like product produced that is internally transferred
for processing into that downstream article does not enter the
merchant market for the domestic like product,

(I the domestic like product is the predominant material input in the
production of that downstream article, and

then the Commission, in determining market share and the factors
affecting financial performance . . ., shall focus primarily on the merchant
market for the domestic like product.

Transfers and sales

As reported in table IlI-6, internal consumption accounted for between *** and ***
percent of U.S. producers’ total shipments of polyester textured yarn between 2015 and
interim 2018. This percentage may be understated, however, because two U.S. producers that
are understood to have no merchant market sales of polyester textured yarn (***)8 did not
submit a questionnaire.

First statutory criterion in captive consumption

The first requirement for application of the captive consumption provision is that the
domestic like product that is internally transferred for processing into that downstream article
not enter the merchant market for the domestic like product. *** of the five U.S. producers
reported internal consumption of polyester textured yarn for the production of downstream
*** products, including ***. No U.S. producer reported diverting polyester textured yarn
intended for internal consumption to the merchant market.

Second statutory criterion in captive consumption

The second criterion of the captive consumption provision concerns whether the
domestic like product is the predominant material input in the production of the downstream
article that is captively produced. With respect to the downstream articles resulting from
captive production, polyester textured yarn reportedly comprises *** percent of the finished
cost of downstream fabric products made from polyester textured yarn.®

8 petition, p. 4 and email response from *** November 15, 2018.
% Petitioners’ postconference brief, Exhibit 7, paragraph 14.
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PART IV: U.S. IMPORTS, APPARENT U.S. CONSUMPTION,
AND MARKET SHARES

U.S. IMPORTERS

The Commission issued importer questionnaires to 61 firms believed to be importers of
subject polyester textured yarn, as well as to all U.S. producers of polyester textured yarn.!
Usable questionnaire responses were received from 22 companies,? representing 59.4 percent
of U.S. imports from China, 78.5 percent of U.S. imports from India, 83.2 percent of U.S.
imports from nonsubject sources, and 74.5 percent of total U.S. imports under HTS statistical
reporting numbers 5402.33.3000 and 5402.33.6000, in 2017.

Table V-1 lists all responding U.S. importers of polyester textured yarn from China,
India, and other sources, their locations, and their shares of U.S. imports, in 2017. *** was the
leading importer of polyester textured yarn from ***, which accounted for *** of subject
imports, and *** percent of all imports, in 2017. *** was the leading importer of polyester
textured yarn from nonsubject sources, accounting for *** percent, in 2017.

1 The Commission issued questionnaires to those firms identified in the petition, along with firms
that, based on a review of data provided by U.S. Customs and Border Protection (“Customs”), may have
accounted for more than one percent of total imports under HTS statistical reporting numbers
5402.33.3000 and 5402.33.6000 in 2017.

2 Seven firms certified that they had not imported polyester textured yarn from any source since
January 1, 2015. The Commission received a questionnaire response from *** a U.S. importer that
represented approximately *** percent of total U.S. imports in 2017. Despite the company’s best efforts
to fill out the questionnaire, the data submitted could not be reconciled. Staff did not include ***
guestionnaire response in the trade data, but did include it in the pricing data presented in this report,
thus, only 21 importers’ data are presented in Parts IV and VII. A questionnaire response was also
received from *** a U.S. importer that represented approximately *** percent of total U.S. imports in
2017. *** questionnaire was not used, as substantial portions were missing data.
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Table IV-1
Polyester textured yarn: U.S. importers, their headquarters, and share of total imports by source,
2017

Headquarters Share of imports by source (percent)
Subject | Nonsubject | All import
Firm China India sources sources sources
Aberdeen Aberdeen, NC rrk o *rk o i
Akra Monterrey, NL, MX il ol i ol ek
Altex Irv'ne' CA *k% *%k%k *k% *k%k *k%
Ashfar EdlSOﬂ, NJ *k% *%k%k *k% *%k% *k%
Winston-Salem,
Bekaert NC *kk *%k%k *k% *k% *k%
Chorl Jersey C'ty, NJ *k%k *kk *k% *kk *kk
Cosmic Maitland, FL o il il il il
Culp ngh POInt, NC *k% *kk *k%k *k%k *k%
Deca Memph|5, TN *kk *kk *k%k *kk *k%
DeSales Burlington, NC i rxx *rx rxx i
Glen Raven Glen Raven, NC *rk rrx *rx s *rk
KCTex Charlotte, NC o il el il il
Milliken Spartanburg, SC i i il i *rk
Promptex Dorval, QC, CA kk rkk el rkk il
Toray NeW York, NY *k% *k%k *%k% *k%k *k%
RSM Charlotte, NC *kk *kk *k% *kk *kk
Safer NeWark, NJ **k% *kk *%k% * k% *k%
Simatex Spartanburg, SC i i i i i
Style Fashion Cazzano
SRL SAndrea’ IT *k% *kk *k%k *kk *k%k
Unifi Greenshoro, NC rkk ok el ok kk
William Barnet | Spartanburg, SC i rxx *rx rxx i
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires.

U.S. IMPORTS

Table IV-2 and figure IV-1 present data for U.S. imports of polyester textured yarn from
China, India, and all other sources. Imports from subject sources increased in quantity by 11.5
percent between 2015 and 2017, and were 14.9 percent higher in interim 2018 than interim
2017, while imports from nonsubject sources decreased in quantity by 22.3 percent, and were
1.3 percent higher in interim 2018 than interim 2017. Imports from all sources decreased in
quantity by 7.5 percent from 2015 to 2017, but were 8.3 percent higher in interim 2018 than
interim 2017.

Average unit values from subject sources decreased between 2015 and 2017 by 7.9
percent, while they increased during this same period for nonsubject sources, by 0.7 percent.
The difference between average unit values from subject and nonsubject sources has increased
over the 2015-2017 period - average unit values from nonsubject sources were 13.5 percent
higher than subject sources in 2015, and were 24.2 percent higher than subject sources in 2017.
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Average unit values for imports from India were 6 to 10 cents lower than imports from China
between 2015 and 2017.

Imports from subject sources surpassed nonsubject sources by 2017, in quantity, at 52.7
percent of all imports, while they remained lower than nonsubject sources by value in all time
periods, until interim 2018, when the share by value was split evenly between subject and
nonsubject sources, at 50.0 percent. Imports from China as a share of total imports increased
by 10.7 percentage points between 2015 and interim 2018, while imports from India as a share
of total imports decreased by 0.4 percentage points during the same period.

The ratio of subject sources to U.S. production increased by 7.6 percentage points from
2015 to 2017, while the ratio of nonsubject imports to U.S. production decreased by 4.3
percentage points during this period.

Table IV-2
Polyester textured yarn: U.S. imports, by source, 2015-17, January to September 2017, and
January to September 2018

Calendar year January to September
ltem 2015 | 2016 | 2017 2017 | 2018
Quantity (1,000 pounds)

U.S. imports from.--
China 35,862 38,247 42,621 31,201 39,369
India 25,876 24,365 26,239 20,744 20,313
Subject sources 61,738 62,612 68,860 51,945 59,682
Nonsubject sources 79,510 71,406 61,782 48,583 49,234
All import sources 141,249 134,018 130,642 100,528 108,916

Value (1,000 dollars)

U.S. imports from.--
China 36,390 33,881 40,472 29,672 38,985
India 24,639 20,085 22,192 17,371 18,773
Subject sources 61,029 53,966 62,665 47,043 57,758
Nonsubject sources 89,218 78,396 69,807 54,292 57,823
All import sources 150,247 132,362 132,471 101,336 115,581

Unit value (dollars per pound)

U.S. imports from.--
China 1.01 0.89 0.95 0.95 0.99
India 0.95 0.82 0.85 0.84 0.92
Subject sources 0.99 0.86 0.91 0.91 0.97
Nonsubject sources 1.12 1.10 1.13 1.12 1.17
All import sources 1.06 0.99 1.01 1.01 1.06

Table continued on next page.
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Table IV-2 — Continued

Polyester textured yarn: U.S. imports, by source, 2015-17, January to September 2017, and

January to September 2018

Calendar year January to September
ltem 2015 | 2016 | 2017 2017 | 2018
Share of quantity (percent)

U.S. imports from.--
China 254 28.5 32.6 31.0 36.1
India 18.3 18.2 20.1 20.6 18.7
Subject sources 43.7 46.7 52.7 51.7 54.8
Nonsubject sources 56.3 53.3 47.3 48.3 45.2
All import sources 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Share of value (percent)

U.S. imports from.--
China 24.2 25.6 30.6 29.3 33.7
India 16.4 15.2 16.8 17.1 16.2
Subject sources 40.6 40.8 47.3 46.4 50.0
Nonsubject sources 59.4 59.2 52.7 53.6 50.0
All import sources 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Ratio to U.S. production

U.S. imports from.--
China 16.5 19.6 22.4 214 27.1
India 11.9 12.5 13.8 14.2 14.0
Subject sources 28.5 32.1 36.1 35.7 41.0
Nonsubject sources 36.7 36.6 324 33.4 33.8
All import sources 65.1 68.7 68.5 69.0 74.9

Source: Compiled from official U.S. import statistics using HTS statistical reporting numbers
5402.33.3000 and 5402.33.6000, accessed November 9, 2018.

Figure IV-1

Polyester textured yarn: U.S. import volumes and prices, 2015-17, January to September 2017,
and January to September 2018
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Source: Compiled from official U.S. import statistics using HTS statistical reporting numbers
5402.33.3000 and 5402.33.6000, accessed November 9, 2018.
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Table IV-3 presents major nonsubject U.S. imports sources of polyester textured yarn
from January 2015 to September 2018. Mexico was the leading source of nonsubject imports
from 2015 to interim 2018, with a share of total imports, by quantity, between 18.4 and 21.2
percent. Indonesia and Malaysia are the second leading sources of nonsubject imports,
although their shares declined throughout the 2015 to interim 2018 period.

Table IV-3
Polyester textured yarn: Major nonsubject U.S. import sources, 2015-17, January to September
2017, and January to September 2018

January to
Calendar year September
ltem 2015 | 2016 | 2017 2017 | 2018
Quantity (1,000 pounds)
Major nonsubject U.S. imports sources.--

Indonesia 16,506 14,292 10,087 7,987 6,738
Korea 1,463 2,263 1,915 1,456 2,835
Malaysia 12,810 11,563 8,880 7,083 6,927
Mexico 29,606 24,714 26,239 19,989 23,064
Taiwan 8,190 6,546 5,884 4,643 4,173
Thailand 3,826 4,025 4,184 3,590 1,893
All other sources 7,109 8,003 4,593 3,834 3,605
Nonsubject sources 79,510 71,406 61,782 48,583 49,234

Ratio to total U.S. imports (percent)

Major nonsubject U.S. imports sources.--

Indonesia 11.7 10.7 7.7 7.9 6.2
Korea 1.0 1.7 1.5 1.4 2.6
Malaysia 9.1 8.6 6.8 7.0 6.4
Mexico 21.0 18.4 20.1 19.9 21.2
Taiwan 5.8 4.9 4.5 4.6 3.8
Thailand 2.7 3.0 3.2 3.6 1.7
All other sources 5.0 6.0 3.5 3.8 3.3

Nonsubject sources 56.3 53.3 47.3 48.3 45.2

Source: Compiled from official U.S. import statistics using HTS statistical reporting numbers
5402.33.3000 and 5402.33.6000, accessed November 9, 2018.

NEGLIGIBILITY

The statute requires that an investigation be terminated without an injury
determination if imports of the subject merchandise are found to be negligible.® Negligible
imports are generally defined in the Act, as amended, as imports from a country of
merchandise corresponding to a domestic like product where such imports account for less
than 3 percent of the volume of all such merchandise imported into the United States in the
most recent 12-month period for which data are available that precedes the filing of the
petition or the initiation of the investigation. However, if there are imports of such merchandise

3 Sections 703(a)(1), 705(b)(1), 733(a)(1), and 735(b)(1) of the Act (19 U.S.C. §§ 1671b(a)(1),
1671d(b)(1), 1673b(a)(1), and 1673d(b)(1)).
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from a number of countries subject to investigations initiated on the same day that individually
account for less than 3 percent of the total volume of the subject merchandise, and if the
imports from those countries collectively account for more than 7 percent of the volume of all
such merchandise imported into the United States during the applicable 12-month period, then
imports from such countries are deemed not to be negligible.* As presented in Table V-4
below, imports from China accounted for 36.5 percent of total imports of polyester textured
yarn by quantity during October 2017 through September 2018, and imports from India
accounted for 18.6 percent.

Table IV-4
Polyester textured yarn: U.S. imports in the twelve month period preceeding the filing of the
petition, October 2017 through September 2018

October 2017 through September 2018
Iltem Quantity (1,000 pounds) Share quantity (percent)
U.S. imports from.--

China 50,789 36.5
India 25,808 18.6
Subject sources 76,597 55.1
Nonsubject sources 62,433 44.9

All import sources 139,030 100.0

Source: Compiled from official U.S. import statistics using HTS statistical reporting numbers
5402.33.3000 and 5402.33.6000, accessed November 9, 2018.

CUMULATION CONSIDERATIONS

In assessing whether imports should be cumulated, the Commission determines
whether U.S. imports from the subject countries compete with each other and with the
domestic like product and has generally considered four factors: (1) fungibility, (2) presence of
sales or offers to sell in the same geographical markets, (3) common or similar channels of
distribution, and (4) simultaneous presence in the market. Information regarding channels of
distribution, market areas, and interchangeability appear in Part Il. Additional information
concerning fungibility, geographical markets, and simultaneous presence in the market is
presented below.

Fungibility

Table IV-5 and figure IV-2 present data collected on U.S. shipments by denier in 2017.
U.S. shipments were present in all range options presented in the questionnaire for U.S.
shipments from all sources. Denier from 101 to 250 was the most common range for U.S.
shipments from U.S. producers, India, and nonsubject sources, while denier from 0 to 100 was
the most common range for U.S. shipments from China. Imports from India had the highest
share of U.S. shipments of 400+ denier. Petitioners testified that finer deniers are more
expensive to produce, and thus, typically, command a higher price.>

4 Section 771 (24) of the Act (19 U.S.C § 1677(24)).
® Conference transcript, p. 37 (Cole) and p. 40 (Caudle).
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Table IV-5

Polyester textured yarn:

U.S. producers' and U.S. importers' U.S. shipments by denier, 2017

U.S. importers U.S.
All producers
U.S. Subject | Nonsubject | import and U.S.
Item producers | China India | sources sources sources | importers
Quantity (1,000 pounds)

U.S. shipments.--
0 to 100 denier 37,394 | 12,153 1,902 14,055 12,595 26,650 64,044
101 to 250 denier 99,590 7,930 8,892 16,822 25,576 42,399 141,988
251 to 400 denier 16,756 il 3,501 6,449 5,799 12,248 29,004
401 and greater denier *xx rxx i i 10,289 *rx rxx
all denier sizes *x | 24,989 ok ok 54,260 ok ok

Share across (percent)

U.S. shipments.--
0 to 100 denier 58.4 19.0 3.0 219 19.7 41.6 100.0
101 to 250 denier 70.1 5.6 6.3 11.8 18.0 29.9 100.0
251 to 400 denier il il ok ok il ok 100.0
401 and greater denier *rx o i *rk rxk ol 100.0
all denier sizes 61.0 9.7 8.1 17.8 21.1 39.0 100.0

Share down (percent)

U.S. shipments.--
0 to 100 denier 23.9 48.6 9.2 30.8 23.2 26.7 25.0
101 to 250 denier 63.6 31.7 42.9 36.8 47.1 42.4 55.3
251 to 400 denler *k% *k% *kk *kk *%k% *k% *%%
401 and greater denler *k%k *k%k *kk *kk *kk *k%k *kk
all denier sizes 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires

Figure IV-2

Polyester textured yarn: U.S. producers' and U.S. importers' U.S. shipments by denier, 2017

* * * * * * *

Table IV-6 and figure IV-3 present data collected on U.S. shipments by finish in 2017.
The *** of U.S. shipments from both importers and U.S. producers had *** finishes.
Petitioners testified that the lusters of most polyester textured yarn are typically semi-dull or
bright, and that the different lusters have a very small to no impact on price.® Other finishes
reported by U.S. producers included ***, while U.S. importers reported *** finishes.

6 Conference transcript, p. 20 and p. 41 (Cole).
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Table IV-6

Polyester textured yarn: U.S. producers' and U.S. importers' U.S. shipments by finish, 2017

U.S. importers U.S.
All producers
U.S. Subject | Nonsubject | import and U.S.
Item producers | China | India | sources sources sources | importers
Quantity (1,000 pounds)

U.S. shipments.--
Full-dull Q kol folaid - Hhk — *kk *kk
Semi-dull Q 145,659 | 22,774 | 20,180 42,954 51,293 94,246 239,905
B“ght Q 8,521 *kk —_— *xk *kk *kk *kk
Other Q *kk *k%k *k%k *k%k *kk *k% *%k%
All finishes Q 156,613 | 24,989 il 45,701 52,235 97,936 254,549

Share across (percent)

U.S. shipments.--
Full-dull Q Fhk xhk - wkk — Kk 100.0
Semi-dull Q 60.7 9.5 8.4 17.9 214 39.3 100.0
Brlght Q *kk *kk —_— *kk Kk *hk Kk
Other Q *k% *k%k *kk *k% *k% *k% *k%
All finishes Q b ok ok ok ok ok -

Share down (percent)

U.S. shipments.--
Full-dull Q whk Fkk _— Fkk — Kkk Hkk
Semi-dull Q 93.0 91.1 97.4 94.0 98.2 96.2 94.2
Bright Q *kk *kk *kk *hk *hk *hk *kk
Other Q *oxk kk *xx *xk - ok -
All finishes Q 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires.

Figure IV-3

Polyester textured yarn: U.S. producers' and U.S. importers' U.S. shipments by finish, 2017

*

*

*

*

Geographical markets

* *

Table IV-7 presents U.S. imports by border of entry in 2017.7 Almost all (98.5 percent) of
imports from India, and two-thirds (66.5 percent) of imports from China, entered through the

" The “East” border of entry includes the following Customs entry districts: Baltimore, MD; Boston,
MA,; Buffalo, NY; Charleston, SC; Charlotte, NC; New York, NY; Norfolk, VA; Ogdensburg, NY;
Philadelphia, PA; Portland, ME; San Juan, PR; Savannah, GA; St. Albans, VT; and Washington, DC. The
“North” border of entry includes the following Customs entry districts: Chicago, IL; Cleveland, OH;
Detroit, MI; Duluth, MN; Great Falls, MT; Minneapolis, MN; Pembina, ND; and St. Louis, MO. The
“North” border of entry includes the following Customs entry districts: Dallas-Fort Worth, TX; El Paso,
TX; Houston-Galveston, TX; Laredo, TX; Miami, FL; Mobile, AL; New Orleans, LA; and Tampa, FL. The
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East U.S. customs district. Imports from nonsubject sources entered most commonly through

the East (50.2 percent) and South (45.1 percent) U.S. customs districts.

Table IV-7

Polyester textured yarn: U.S. imports by border of entry, 2017

Border of entry
Item East | North | South | West | All borders
Quantity (1,000 pounds)

U.S. imports from.--
China 28,345 100 88 14,088 42,621
India 25,843 40 101 255 26,239
Subiject sources 54,188 140 189 14,343 68,860
Nonsubject sources 31,005 153 27,887 2,736 61,782
All import sources 85,193 293 28,076 17,079 130,642

Share across (percent).

U.S. imports from.--
China 66.5 0.2 0.2 33.1 100.0
India 98.5 0.2 0.4 1.0 100.0
Subject sources 78.7 0.2 0.3 20.8 100.0
Nonsubject sources 50.2 0.2 45.1 4.4 100.0
All import sources 65.2 0.2 21.5 13.1 100.0

Share down (percent)

U.S. imports from.--
China 33.3 34.0 0.3 82.5 32.6
India 30.3 13.8 0.4 15 20.1
Subject sources 63.6 47.7 0.7 84.0 52.7
Nonsubject sources 36.4 52.3 99.3 16.0 47.3
All import sources 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Compiled from official U.S. import statistics using HTS statistical reporting numbers
5402.33.3000 and 5402.33.6000, accessed November 9, 2018.

Presence in the market

Table IV-8, figure V-4 and figure 1V-5 present monthly U.S. imports during January 2015
through September 2018. These data show that imports of polyester textured yarn from China,
India, and nonsubject sources were present in the U.S. market in every month during January
2015 through September 2018.

(...continued)
“West” border of entry includes the following Customs entry districts: Anchorage, AK; Columbia-Snake,
OR; Honolulu, HI; Los Angeles, CA; Nogales, AZ; San Diego, CA; San Francisco, CA; and Seattle, WA.

V-9



Table IV-8

Polyester textured yarn: U.S. imports by month, January 2015 to September 2018

U.S. imports
Subject Nonsubject All import
ltem China India sources sources sources
2015.--
January 2,521 1,464 3,985 8,339 12,324
February 2,507 1,767 4,274 6,257 10,530
March 4,219 3,395 7,614 7,649 15,263
April 4,305 2,680 6,986 7,913 14,899
May 3,611 2,498 6,108 5,106 11,215
June 2,921 2,273 5,193 7,929 13,122
July 2,212 1,913 4,125 7,857 11,982
August 3,276 2,193 5,469 6,347 11,816
September 2,041 2,158 4,199 5,265 9,464
October 3,209 1,814 5,024 5,930 10,953
November 2,509 2,632 5,141 4,659 9,801
December 2,531 1,089 3,621 6,259 9,880
2016.--
January 3,325 1,954 5,279 7,337 12,615
February 3,094 1,865 4,959 5,250 10,209
March 2,903 2,738 5,640 6,327 11,968
April 3,016 2,140 5,156 6,237 11,393
May 3,469 2,030 5,500 6,663 12,163
June 3,489 1,797 5,286 5,778 11,065
July 4,131 2,001 6,133 6,210 12,343
August 2,966 1,803 4,769 6,186 10,955
September 2,848 1,855 4,703 5,504 10,207
October 3,011 1,776 4,787 5,986 10,773
November 2,838 2,192 5,030 5,500 10,531
December 3,157 2,214 5,371 4,427 9,797
2017.--
January 2,723 2,407 5,130 5,934 11,063
February 2,639 2,768 5,408 4,848 10,256
March 3,453 3,183 6,636 5,881 12,517
April 3,230 2,135 5,365 4,990 10,355
May 4,579 2,197 6,776 6,011 12,787
June 3,524 1,927 5,451 5,422 10,874
July 3,840 2,052 5,892 5,925 11,818
August 2,974 1,937 4912 5,042 9,954
September 4,237 2,138 6,376 4,529 10,905
October 3,847 2,009 5,856 4,655 10,511
November 3,597 1,613 5,210 4,428 9,638
December 3,976 1,873 5,849 4,116 9,965

Table continued on next page.
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Table IV-8--Continued
Polyester textured yarn: U.S. imports by month, January 2015 to September 2018

U.S. imports
Subject Nonsubject All import
Iltem China India sources sources sources
2018.--
January 4,404 1,955 6,359 5,666 12,025
February 4,145 1,519 5,663 5,928 11,591
March 4,543 2,830 7,374 5,891 13,264
April 4,723 2,686 7,410 5,717 13,127
May 5,379 3,108 8,487 5,928 14,415
June 4,951 1,496 6,446 4,957 11,403
July 4,505 2,140 6,646 5,169 11,815
August 3,477 1,946 5,423 5,075 10,498
September 3,242 2,633 5,875 4,904 10,779

Source: Compiled from official U.S. import statistics using HTS statistical reporting numbers
5402.33.3000 and 5402.33.6000, accessed November 9, 2018.

Figure IV-4
Polyester textured yarn: Monthly U.S. imports, by individual subject source, January 2015 to
September 2018
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Source: Compiled from official U.S. import statistics using HTS statistical reporting numbers
5402.33.3000 and 5402.33.6000, accessed November 9, 2018.
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Figure IV-5
Polyester textured yarn: Monthly U.S. imports, by subject and nonsubject sources, January 2015
to September 2018
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Source: Compiled from official U.S. import statistics using HTS statistical reporting numbers
5402.33.3000 and 5402.33.6000, accessed November 9, 2018.

APPARENT TOTAL MARKET U.S. CONSUMPTION

Table IV-9 presents data on apparent total market U.S. consumption for polyester
textured yarn. Apparent total market U.S. consumption decreased in quantity and value
between 2015 and 2017, by 7.5 and 11.2 percent, respectively. However, total market U.S.
consumption was higher in interim 2018 than interim 2017 in quantity and value, by 3.0 and 6.0
percent, respectively.
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Table IV-9

Polyester textured yarn: Apparent total market U.S. consumption, 2015-17, January to September
2017, and January to September 2018

Calendar year

January to September

ltem 2015 | 2016 | 2017 2017 | 2018
Quantity (1,000 pounds)
U.S. producers' U.S.
shipments 169,399 159,284 156,613 117,737 115,991
U.S. imports from.--
China 35,862 38,247 42,621 31,201 39,369
India 25,876 24,365 26,239 20,744 20,313
Subject sources 61,738 62,612 68,860 51,945 59,682
Nonsubject sources 79,510 71,406 61,782 48,583 49,234
All import sources 141,249 134,018 130,642 100,528 108,916
Apparent U.S. consumption 310,647 293,302 287,255 218,265 224,908
Value (1,000 dollars)
U.S. producers' U.S.
shipments 304,641 273,599 271,515 203,327 207,509
U.S. imports from.--
China 36,390 33,881 40,472 29,672 38,985
India 24,639 20,085 22,192 17,371 18,773
Subject sources 61,029 53,966 62,665 47,043 57,758
Nonsubject sources 89,218 78,396 69,807 54,292 57,823
All import sources 150,247 132,362 132,471 101,336 115,581
Apparent U.S. consumption 454,887 405,961 403,986 304,663 323,090

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires and from official U.S.
import statistics using HTS statistical reporting numbers 5402.33.3000 and 5402.33.6000, accessed

November 9, 2018.

TOTAL MARKET U.S. MARKET SHARES

Market shares in the total U.S. market are presented in table 1V-10 and figure IV-6. Total
market share of U.S. producers’ U.S. shipments remained stable between 2015 and 2017, at

54.5 percent by quantity, and between 67.0 and 67.4 percent by value. However, U.S.

producers’ U.S. shipments total market share was 2.4 percentage points lower in interim 2018

than interim 2017.

U.S. shipments of imports from China and India gained total market share during the
2015-2017 period, in quantity, by 3.3 and 0.8 percentage points, respectively. U.S. shipments
of imports from nonsubject sources lost total market share during this same period, in quantity,
by 4.1 percentage points. By value, U.S. shipments of imports from subject sources gained total
market share during the 2015-2017 period, by 2.1 percentage points, while U.S. shipments of

imports from nonsubject sources lost total market share during this same period, by 2.3

percentage points.
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Table IV-10

Polyester textured yarn: Total market market shares, 2015-17, January to September 2017, and

January to September 2018

Calendar year

January to September

ltem 2015 | 2016 | 2017 2017 | 2018
Quantity (1,000 pounds)
Apparent U.S. consumption 310,647 | 293,302 | 287,255 | 218265| 224,908
Share of quantity (percent)

U.S. producers' U.S. shipments 54.5 54.3 54.5 53.9 51.6
U.S. imports from.--

China 11.5 13.0 14.8 14.3 17.5

India 8.3 8.3 9.1 9.5 9.0

Subject sources 19.9 21.3 24.0 23.8 26.5

Nonsubject sources 25.6 24.3 215 22.3 21.9

All import sources 45.5 45.7 45.5 46.1 48.4

Value (1,000 dollars)
Apparent U.S. consumption 454,887 405,961 | 403,986 | 304,663 323,090
Share of value (percent)

U.S. producers' U.S. shipments 67.0 67.4 67.2 66.7 64.2
U.S. imports from.--

China 8.0 8.3 10.0 9.7 12.1

India 54 4.9 5.5 5.7 5.8

Subject sources 13.4 13.3 15.5 15.4 17.9

Nonsubject sources 19.6 19.3 17.3 17.8 17.9

All import sources 33.0 32.6 32.8 33.3 35.8

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires and from official U.S.
import statistics using HTS statistical reporting numbers 5402.33.3000 and 5402.33.6000, accessed

November 9, 2018.

Figure IV-6

Polyester textured yarn: Apparent total market U.S. consumption, 2015-17, January to September
2017, and January to September 2018
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Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires and from official U.S.

import statistics using HTS statistical reporting numbers 5402.33.3000 and 5402.33.6000, accessed

November 9, 2018.

APPARENT MERCHANT MARKET U.S. CONSUMPTION

Table IV-11 presents data on apparent U.S. consumption in the merchant market for
polyester textured yarn. Apparent U.S. consumption in the merchant market decreased in
quantity and value between 2015 and 2017, by *** and *** percent, respectively. However,
U.S. consumption in the merchant market was higher in interim 2018 than interim 2017 in
quantity and value, by *** and *** percent, respectively.

Table IV-11

Polyester textured yarn: Apparent merchant market U.S. consumption, 2015-17, January to
September 2017, and January to September 2018

January to
Calendar year September
ltem 2015 | 2016 | 2017 2017 | 2018
Quantity (1,000 pounds)

U.S. producers' commercial U.S.

ShlpmentS *k%k *kk *k%k *kk *kk
U.S. imports from.--
China 35,862 38,247 42,621 31,201 39,369
India 25,876 24,365 26,239 20,744 20,313
Subject sources 61,738 62,612 68,860 51,945 59,682
Nonsubject sources 79,510 71,406 61,782 48,583 49,234
All import sources 141,249 134,018 | 130,642 100,528 | 108,916
Apparent U.S. consumption el el il el ok
Value (1,000 dollars)

U.S. producers' commercial U.S.

Shlpments *kk *%k% *%k% *%% *%k%
U.S. imports from.--

China 36,390 33,881 40,472 29,672 38,985
India 24,639 20,085 22,192 17,371 18,773
Subject sources 61,029 53,966 62,665 47,043 57,758
Nonsubject sources 89,218 78,396 69,807 54,292 57,823
All import sources 150,247 132,362 | 132,471 101,336 | 115,581
Apparent U.S. consumption el il ok el ol

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires and from official U.S.

import statistics using HTS statistical reporting numbers 5402.33.3000 and 5402.33.6000, accessed

November 9, 2018.
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MERCHANT MARKET U.S. MARKET SHARES

Table IV-12 and figure 1V-7 present data on market shares in the merchant market.
Merchant market share of U.S. producers’ U.S. shipments decreased between 2015 and 2017,
by *** percentage points in quantity, and *** percentage points in value. U.S. producers’ U.S.
shipments merchant market share was also lower in interim 2018 than interim 2017, by
guantity (*** percentage points) and value (*** percentage points).

U.S. shipments of imports from China and India gained merchant market share during
the 2015-2017 period, in quantity, by *** and *** percentage points, respectively. U.S.
shipments of imports from nonsubject sources lost merchant market share during this same
period, in quantity, by *** percentage points. By value, U.S. shipments of imports from subject
sources gained merchant market share during the 2015-2017 period, by *** percentage points,
while U.S. shipments of imports from nonsubject sources lost merchant market share during
this same period, by *** percentage points.

Table IV-12
Polyester textured yarn: Merchant market market shares, 2015-17, January to September 2017,
and January to September 2018

* % % % % * %
Figure IV-7
Polyester textured yarn: Apparent merchant market U.S. consumption, 2015-17, January to

September 2017, and January to September 2018

* * * * * * *
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PART V: PRICING DATA

FACTORS AFFECTING PRICES
Raw material costs

The main input for polyester textured yarn is polyethylene terephthalate resin (PET).!
Some producers of polyester textured yarn purchase partially-oriented yarn, while some
purchase PET, and some produce PET.? The PET may be derived either from virgin or recycled
materials.® Petitioners state that ***.* The main components required to produce PET are
monoethylene glycol (“MEG”) and polyethylene terephthalic acid (PTA).

All five responding U.S. producers and the majority of responding importers (12 of 21
firms) reported that the prices of the raw materials used to produce polyester textured yarn
increased since January 2015. The other nine responding importers reported that raw material
prices fluctuated with no clear trend. *** reported that the increase in raw material costs has
“put margin pressures” on its polyester textured yarn, and *** reported that PTA, MEG, finish
oils, other chemicals, and packing material have increased its costs. *** also reported that MEG
and PTA prices have gone up, while *** reported that the increase in raw material prices are
due to an increase in oil prices. *** reported that the PEG index fluctuates depending on supply
and demand.

Transportation costs to the U.S. market
Transportation costs for polyester textured yarn shipped from subject countries to the
United States averaged 7.2 percent for China during 2017 and 4.8 percent for India, for an
average of 6.3 percent for the subject countries combined. These estimates were derived from
official import data and represent the transportation and other charges on imports.®

U.S. inland transportation costs

Two of 5 responding U.S. producers and 10 of 13 responding importers reported that
they typically arrange transportation to their customers. Most U.S. producers reported that

! Conference transcript, p. 17 (Cole).

2 Conference transcript, pp. 21-22, 38-39, 61 (Freeman, Caudle).

3 Petitioners’ postconference brief, p. 4.

4 Petitioners’ postconference brief, Answers to Staff Questions, p. 2.

® The estimated transportation costs were obtained by subtracting the customs value from the c.i.f.
value of the imports for 2017 and then dividing by the customs value based on the HTS subheadings
5402.33.30 and 5402.33.60.



their U.S. inland transportation costs ranged from 1 to 4 percent, while most importers
reported costs of 1 to 5 percent.®

Importers of polyester textured yarn from China and/or India for their own use were
also requested to estimate U.S. inland transportation costs from the port of importation to the
point of use. Four of these importers responded that their U.S. inland transportation costs for
such imports were between 1 and 15 percent of the total cost.

PRICING PRACTICES
Pricing methods

Most U.S. producers (4 of 5 responding) and most importers (10 of 15 responding)
reported using transaction-by-transaction negotiations, with several also using contracts to set
prices (table V-1). In addition, one U.S. producers and three importers sell using other methods,
including a pricing formula based on raw material costs, and market pricing.

Table V-1

Polyester textured yarn: U.S. producers’ and importers’ reported price setting methods, by
number of responding firms?

Method U.S. producers | U.S. importers
Transaction-by-transaction 4 10
Contract 2 4
Set price list 1
Other 1 3
Responding firms 5 15

1 The sum of responses down may not add up to the total number of responding firms as each firm was
instructed to check all applicable price setting methods employed.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires.

U.S. producers reported selling the majority of their product in the spot market, with
the remaining amount under short-term contract. As shown in table V-2, in 2017, most U.S.
producers’ sales were spot sales and most importers’ sales were under short term contracts.

Table V-2

Polyester textured yarn: U.S. producers’ and importers’ shares of U.S. commercial shipments by
type of sale, 2017

6 U.S. producer *** reported an inland transportation cost of 10 percent, and importer *** reported
a cost of 15 percent.
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Most U.S. producers reporting contract provisions for their short-term contract sales
reported that contract prices were not renegotiated during the contract period (3 of 4 firms),
and the contracts fixed price (3 of 4 firms). Half (2 of 4 firms) reported that prices were indexed
to raw materials. Most importers reporting contract provisions for their short-term contracts
indicated that contract prices were not renegotiated during the contract period (7 of 8 firms),
the contracts fix both price and quantity (all 8 firms), and prices were not indexed to raw
materials (7 of 8 firms). The sole responding importer that detailed contract provisions for its
annual and long-term contract sales (***) reported that they were indexed to raw materials.

Purchasers also provided a general description of their firms’ methods of purchase for
polyester textured yarn. Purchasers reported individual or ad hoc purchases (4 of 6 firms);
requests for quotation, “schedule delivery,” purchase orders (one firm); and “blanket
production purchase orders... with agreed upon pricing” (one firm).

Sales terms and discounts

Most U.S. producers (4 of 5 responding) typically quote prices on an f.0.b. basis. Most
importers (9 of 12 responding) typically quote prices on a delivered basis.” Most producers (3 of
5) and most importers (13 of 15) reported that they had no specific discount policy. Two U.S.
producers reported they offered quantity discounts and one offered discounts based on net
payment terms. One importer reported that it offered total volume discounts based on
customer and quantity.

PRICE DATA

The Commission requested U.S. producers and importers to provide quarterly data for
the total quantity and f.o.b. value of the following polyester textured yarn products shipped to
unrelated U.S. customers during January 2015-Septermber 2018.

Product 1.--Single ply, 150 denier, 34 to 48 filaments, semi-dull natural luster, round
polyester textured yarn.

Product 2.--Single ply, 70 denier, 34 to 48 filaments, semi-dull natural luster, round
polyester textured yarn.

Product 3.--Single ply, 70 denier, 68 to 72 filaments, semi-dull natural luster, round
polyester textured yarn.

" Two of the importers that reported typically selling on a delivered basis also reported selling on an
f.0.b. basis.



Product 4.--Single ply, 300 denier, 68 to 72 filaments, semi-dull natural luster, round
polyester textured yarn.

Four U.S. producers and 10 importers provided usable pricing data for sales of the
requested products, although not all firms reported pricing for all products for all quarters.®
Pricing data reported by these firms accounted for approximately *** percent of U.S.
producers’ shipments of polyester textured yarn in 2017, *** percent of U.S. shipments of
subject imports from China, and *** percent of U.S. shipments of subject imports from India in
2017.

Price data for products 1-4 are presented in tables V-3 to V-6 and figures V-1 to V-4.

Table V-3
Polyester textured yarn: Weighted-average f.0.b. prices and quantities of domestic and imported
product 1 and margins of underselling/(overselling), by quarter, January 2015-September 2018

* * * * * * *

Table V-4
Polyester textured yarn: Weighted-average f.0.b. prices and quantities of domestic and imported
product 2 and margins of underselling/(overselling), by quarter, January 2015-September 2018

* * * * * * *

Table V-5
Polyester textured yarn: Weighted-average f.0.b. prices and quantities of domestic and imported
product 3 and margins of underselling/(overselling), by quarter, January 2015-September 2018

* * * * * * *

Table V-6
Polyester textured yarn: Weighted-average f.0.b. prices and quantities of domestic and imported
product 4 and margins of underselling/(overselling), by quarter, January 2015-September 2018

* * * * * * *

8 Per-unit pricing data are calculated from total quantity and total value data provided by U.S.
producers and importers. The precision and variation of these figures may be affected by rounding,
limited quantities, and producer or importer estimates.
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Figure V-1
Polyester textured yarn: Weighted-average prices and quantities of domestic and imported
product 1, by quarter, January 2015-September 2018

* * * * * * *

Figure V-2
Polyester textured yarn: Weighted-average prices and quantities of domestic and imported
product 2, by quarter, January 2015-September 2018

* * * * * * *

Figure V-3
Polyester textured yarn: Weighted-average prices and quantities of domestic and imported
product 3, by quarter, January 2015-September 2018

* * * * * * *

Figure V-4
Polyester textured yarn: Weighted-average prices and quantities of domestic and imported
product 4, by quarter, January 2015-September 2018

* * * * * * *

Import purchase costs

In addition to price data, the Commission also requested that importers provide landed
duty-paid values and quantities for imports used for internal consumption (direct imports).
Eight importers provided such data, and their purchase cost data for imports of products 1, 2
and 4 are presented in tables V-7 to V-9 and figures V-5 to V-7, along with U.S. sales prices to
end users (previously presented).’

These importers were also asked to identify the benefits of directly importing polyester
textured yarn as opposed to purchasing it from a U.S. producer or importer. Most responding
importers (6 of 8) reported that lower prices were one of the benefits of importing directly.
Other benefits for direct importing included: it is the only way to be competitive with imported
finished fabric and maintain U.S. production; better lead times than when purchasing from
importers; higher quality; “better performance with China sourced yarn;” “availability of
specialty ‘branded’ product;” and adding an additional source for qualified material.

Three importers estimated that they saved between 3 and 16 percent of landed duty-
paid value by importing themselves rather than purchasing. Importers also estimated additional

° No importer reported usable import purchase cost data for product 3. ***,
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costs of direct imports including: 4 percent for logistics or supply chain management (reported
by one importer); 1 to 5 percent for inventory carrying costs (reported by two importers); and 1
percent for additional insurance costs (reported by one importer).

Table V-7

Polyester textured yarn: Weighted-average f.0.b. prices and quantities of domestic product 1 and
landed duty-paid values and quantities of imported product 1, by quarter, January 2015-
September 2018

Table V-8

Polyester textured yarn: Weighted-average f.0.b. prices and quantities of domestic product 2 and
landed duty-paid values and quantities of imported product 2, by quarter, January 2015-
September 2018

Table V-9

Polyester textured yarn: Weighted-average f.0.b. prices of and quantities of domestic product 4
and landed duty-paid values and quantities of imported product 4, by quarter, January 2015-
September 2018

Figure V-5

Polyester textured yarn: Weighted-average f.0.b. prices and quantities of domestic product 1 and
landed duty paid values and quantities of imported product 1, by quarter, January 2015-
September 2018

Figure V-6

Polyester textured yarn: Weighted-average f.0.b. prices and quantities of domestic product 2 and
landed duty paid values and quantities of imported product 2, by quarter, January 2015-
September 2018

Figure V-7

Polyester textured yarn: Weighted-average f.0.b. prices and quantities of domestic product 4 and
landed duty paid values and quantities of imported product 4, by quarter, January 2015-
September 2018
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Price trends

Table V-10 summarizes the price trends, by country and by product. As shown in the
table, prices for domestic products 1 and 4 increased during January 2015-September 2018,
while prices for domestic products 2 and 3 decreased. Domestic price increases ranged from
*** {0 *** percent and decreases ranged from *** to *** percent during January 2015-
September 2018. Prices and LDP values for all reported products from China decreased during
January 2015-September 2018, while prices for products 1 and 4 from India increased and
prices for product 2 decreased during the same time. Import price increases ranged from *** to
*** percent (for India) while price decreases ranged from *** to *** percent (for China) during
January 2015-September 2018.

Table V-10
Polyester textured yarn: Summary of weighted-average f.o0.b. prices for products 1-4 from the
United States, China, and India, and LDP values (costs) from China and India

* * * * * * *

Price comparisons

As shown in table V-11, prices for product imported from China were below those for
U.S.-produced product in 44 of 50 instances (*** pounds); margins of underselling ranged from
*** to *** percent. In the remaining six instances (*** pounds), prices for product from China
were between *** and *** percent above prices for the domestic product. Overselling
occurred ***, Prices for product imported from India were below those for U.S.-produced
product in all 41 instances (*** million pounds); margins of underselling ranged from *** to
*** percent.



Table V-11
Polyester textured yarn: Instances of underselling/overselling and the range and average of
margins, by country, January 2015-Septermber 2018

Underselling

Source Number of Quantity? Ar\r\wlsrrg%e Margin range (percent)
quarters (pounds) (percent) Min Max
Product 1 Fkk Kkk Kkk *kk Fkk
Product 2 Kkk Kkk *kk kK Kkk
Product 3 *%% **% *kk *kk *%%
Product 4 Fkk Kkk Kkk *kk Fkk
Total, overselling 85 x el ok ok
China 44 *kk *k% *kk *kk
| nd |a 41 Kkk Kkk *kk Fkk
Total, overselling 85 x el ok ok
(Overselling)
Source Number of Quantity? ?X::S%e Margin range (percent)
quarters (pounds) (percent) Min Max
Product 1 *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk
Product 2 *%k% **%k *kk *kk *%*%
Product 3 Fkk Kkk Kkk *kk Fkk
P rod UCt 4 Kkk Kkk Kkk *kk Kkk
Total, overselling 6 ox jl xk hx
Ch | na Fkk Kkk Kkk *kk Fkk
I nd Ia Kkk Kkk Kkk *kk Kkk
Total, overselling 6 ox jl xk hx

! These data include only quarters in which there is a comparison between the U.S. and subject product.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires.

LOST SALES AND LOST REVENUE

The Commission requested that U.S. producers of polyester textured yarn report
purchases where they experienced instances of lost sales or revenue due to competition from
imports of polyester textured yarn from China and/or India during January 2015-September
2018. Three of five responding U.S. producers reported that they had to reduce prices and
three of five reported they had to roll back announced price increases. Four of five reported
they had lost sales.® Two U.S. producers submitted lost sales and lost revenue allegations. The
two responding U.S. producers identified 34 firms where they had lost sales. There were no lost

10 *%x*
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revenue allegations. All 34 allegations reported China as a source of competition, and 17
reported that India was also a source of competition.

Staff contacted 30 purchasers and received responses from six purchasers. Responding
purchasers reported purchasing and/or importing 162.8 million pounds of polyester textured
yarn during January 2015-September 2018 (table V-12).

Table V-12
Polyester textured yarn: Purchasers’ responses to purchasing patterns
Purchases and/or imports in January Change in
2015-Septermber 2018 Change in subject country
(1,000 pounds) domestic share? | share? (pp, 2015-
Purchaser Domestic Subject All other? (pp, 2015-17) 17)
*kk *k%k *k%k *kk *kk *k%k
*kk *k%k *k%k *kk *kk *k%k
*kk *k%k *k%k *kk *kk *k%k
*kk *k%k *k%k *kk *kk *k%k
*kk *k%k *k%k *kk *k*k *k%k
*kk *k%k *k%k *kk *k*k *k%k
Total 71,898 17,472 73,405 0.5 4.4

I Includes all other sources and unknown sources.

2 Percentage points (pp) change: Change in the share of the firm's total purchases of domestic and/or
subject country imports between first and last years.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires.

During 2017, responding purchasers bought 44.6 percent from U.S. producers, 5.3
percent from China, 6.2 percent from India, and 43.8 percent from non-subject countries. Of
the responding purchasers, three reported decreasing purchases from domestic producers, two
reported increasing purchases, and one reported no change.*! One purchaser explained that it
increased purchases of domestic product because its business increased. Two purchasers
explained that they decreased purchases of domestic product because of declining business,
price increases, and quality issues. Two purchasers explained that they increased their
purchases from China because of an increase in business, better quality of Chinese product, and
an increase in the domestic price. One purchaser explained that it had decreased its purchases
of Indian product because it purchased only a sample and they did not purchase any more
orders.

Of the six responding purchasers, four reported that, since 2015, they had purchased
imported polyester textured yarn from China instead of U.S.-produced product, and two
reported that they had purchased imported polyester textured yarn from India instead of U.S.-
produced product. All of these purchasers reported that subject import prices were lower than
U.S.-produced product, and all of them reported that price was a primary reason for the
decision to purchase imported product rather than U.S.-produced product. Four purchasers

11 None of the purchasers indicated that they did not know the source of the polyester textured yarn
they purchased.
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estimated the quantity of polyester textured yarn from China purchased instead of domestic
product; quantities ranged from *** pounds to *** pounds (tables V-13 and V-14). One
purchaser (***) also identified quality as a non-price reason for purchasing subject imports

rather than U.S.-produced product.

Table V-13

Polyester textured yarn: Purchasers’ responses to purchasing subject imports instead of
domestic product, by firm

If purchased imports instead of domestic, was price a primary
Purchased reason
imports Imports If Yes, quantity
instead of priced purchased instead of
domestic lower domestic
Purchaser (Y/N) (Y/N) Y/N (1,000 pounds) If No, non-price reason
*kk *k% *kk *k% *k%k *k%k
*kk *k% *kk *k% *k%k *k%k
*kk *k% *kk *k% *k%k *k%k
*kk *k% *kk *k% *k%k *k%k
*kk *k% *kk *k% *k%k *k%k
*kk *k% *kk *k% *k%k *k%k
Yes--4, Yes--4, Yes--4,
Total No--2 No--0 No--0 6,237

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires.

Table V-14

Polyester textured yarn: Purchasers’ responses to purchasing subject imports instead of
domestic product, by country

Count of Count of Count of Quantity
purchasers purchasers purchasers subject
reporting subject reported that | reporting that price | purchased
instead of imports were was a primary (1,000

Source domestic priced lower reason for shift pounds)
China 4 4 4 ok
India 2 2 2 ok
Any subject source 4 4 4 6,237

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires.

Of the six responding purchasers, one reported that U.S. producers had reduced prices
in order to compete with lower-priced imports from China, and three reported that they had
not; two purchasers reported that they did not know (tables V-15 and V-16). The reported
estimated price reduction was *** percent. No purchasers reported price reductions in
response to imports from India. In describing the price reductions, purchasers indicated that
the reduction was limited to only one product.
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Table V-15

Polyester textured yarn: Purchasers’ responses to U.S. producer price reductions, by firm

Table V-16

* * *

*

* * *

Polyester textured yarn: Purchasers’ responses to U.S. producer price reductions, by country

Count of purchasers

reporting U.S.
producers reduced

Simple average of
estimated U.S. price

Range of estimated
U.S. price reductions

Source prices reduction (percent) (percent)
China 1 *hk Ak
India - —
All subject sources 1 okk oy

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires.
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PART VI: FINANCIAL EXPERIENCE OF U.S. PRODUCERS
BACKGROUND

Four U.S. producers, Milliken, Nan Ya, Sapona, and Unifi, reported their financial results
on polyester textured yarn for 2015 through January-September 2018.1 *** accounted for the
largest share of total commercial sales (*** percent), followed by *** (*** percent), *** (***
percent), and *** (*** percent).?

The petitioners in this investigation, Nan Ya and Unifi, both reported the *** related to
the production of polyester textured yarn during the period examined with Unifi also reporting
related workforce reductions.® According to Unifi, its current operations also reflect large-scale
consolidation of production that took place prior to 2015.4 *** did not report specific
operational disruptions during the period examined.®

OPERATIONS ON POLYESTER TEXTURED YARN

Table VI-1 presents polyester textured yarn financial results specific to commercial sales
only (including exports). Table VI-2 presents corresponding changes in average per pound
values. Table VI-3 presents polyester textured yarn financial results specific to overall
operations (commercial sales, transfers, and internal consumption). Table VI-4 presents
corresponding changes in average per pound values. Company-specific financial information is
presented in table VI-5.

Table VI-1
Polyester textured yarn: Results of commercial operations of U.S. producers, 2015-17, January-
September 2017, and January-September 2018

* * * * * * *

! Financial results were reported on the basis of generally accepted accounting principles (GAAP) by all
companies. ***, U.S. producers reported their annual financial results for calendar-year periods. ***.
USITC auditor notes (preliminary phase).

2When considering overall polyester textured yarn operations (i.e., commercial sales, transfers, and
internal consumption), *** accounted for the largest share of total revenue (*** percent), followed by
*xk (*** percent), *** (*** percent), and *** (*** percent).

3 *** producer questionnaires, responses to II-2. Conference transcript, pp. 15-16 (Caudle).

* Ibid.

®*** producer questionnaires, responses to II-2. Several U.S. producers, not included in the U.S.
industry’s financial results, closed and/or idled parts of their operations during the period examined (see
Part Il of this report).

6 While U.S. producers generally indicated that product mix did not change substantially during the
period, some company-specific average values were essentially *** for parts of the period (see
footnotes 14 and 22). Because its utility is unclear under these circumstances, a variance analysis is not
presented in this section of the report.
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Table VI-2
Polyester textured yarn: Changes in average per pound values (commercial sales), 2015-17,
January-September 2017, January-September 2018

* * * * * * *

Table VI-3
Polyester textured yarn: Results of overall operations of U.S. producers, 2015-17, January-
September 2017, and January-September 2018

* * * * * * *

Table VI-4
Polyester textured yarn: Changes in average per pound values (overall operations), 2015-17,
January-September 2017, January-September 2018

* * * * * * *

Table VI-5
Polyester textured yarn: Results of overall operations of U.S. producers, by firm, 2015-17,
January-September 2017, and January-September 2018

* * * * * * *

Revenue

As reported to the Commission, commerial sales represent the substantial majority (***
pecent) of overall polyester textured yarn revenue. The remaining revenue (*** percent)
reflects internal consumption, which was reported by ***.7

Volume

Total polyester textured sales volume for both categories of operations (commercial
sales only and overall) declined throughout the period.® While total commercial sales volume
declined throughout the period, on a company-specific basis the pattern was only directionally
uniform during parts of the period: 2015-16 and between the interim periods.® *** total sales
volume declined throughout the period, reflecting declines in both U.S. commercial sales and
exports.l? In contrast, ***, the *** largest producer in terms of sales volume, reported an

7*** November 14, 2018 e-mail with attachment from *** to USITC auditor. ***. |bid.

*** November 14, 2018 e-mail with attachments from *** to USITC auditor.

8 %** Table VI-5 shows that *** declined somewhat in 2016 and then increased in 2017 and was higher
in January-September 2018 compared to January-September 2017. ***, November 14, 2018 e-mail with
attachment from *** to USITC auditor.

9*x* November 14, 2018 e-mail with attachment from *** to USITC auditor. ***. |bid.

10%x* November 14, 2018 e-mail with attachments from *** to USITC auditor.
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overall increase in sales volume during the full-year period, which the company attributed to

**x%x 11

Value

For commercial sales only and overall operations, average per pound sales value
declined in 2016, increased in 2017, recovering a relatively small amount of the previous year’s
decline, and then was higher in January-September 2018 compared to January-September
2017.% Like the pattern of total sales volume, the large share of commecial sales is such that
the pattern for overall operations largely reflects the pattern of commercial sales. While
magnitudes differed, average per pound sales values and raw material costs followed the same
directional pattern of change throughout the period.*3

On a company-specific basis, the directional pattern of change in average sales value
was mixed throughout much of the period. Table VI-5 shows that *** reported the highest
average per pound commercial sales value throughout the period.** For most of the period, ***
reported the lowest average per pound sales value.*®

Cost of goods sold and gross profit or loss

Raw materials

For commercial sales only, raw material costs as a share of total cost of goods sold
(COGS) ranged from *** percent to *** percent. For overall operations, raw material cost
shares were somewhat lower, ranging from *** percent to *** percent of total COGS.

U.S. producers vary in terms of the form of primary inputs used to produce polyester
textured yarn; e.g., Nan Ya is vertically integrated back to the production of PET (polyethylene
terephthalate) to produce PQY (partially-oriented yarn),*6 while Unifi purchases and recycles
plastic bottles and post-industrial polyester waste, and purchases both PET resin chips and

11 November 14, 2018 e-mail with attachment from *** to USITC auditor. ***. |bid.

12%xx petitioners’ post conference brief, exhibit 7.

13 While some sales transactions directly pass through raw material costs, polyester textured yarn sales
are primarily made on a spot basis and do not directly pass through raw material costs. Conference
transcript, p. 71 (Freeman, Caudle).

145%** November 14, 2018 e-mail with attachment from *** to USITC auditor. ***. November 14, 2018
e-mail with attachment from *** to USITC auditor.

15 %% November 14, 2018 e-mail with attachment from *** to USITC auditor. ***. November 14, 2018
e-mail with attachments from *** to USITC auditor.

16 Conference transcript, p. 62 (Freeman). Nan Ya also uses a small amount of recycled polyester.
Conference transcript, p. 69 (Freeman). With respect to the feedstock used to produce PET, Nan Ya
purchases PTA (purified terephthalic acid) on the merchant market and MEG (monoethylene glycol)
from another Nan Ya Division. Conference transcript, p. 38 (Freeman). ***, *** producer questionnaire,
response to Ill-7. ***, November 14, 2018 e-mail with attachment from *** to USITC auditor.

VI-3



POY.17 *** and *** reported that their primary raw material cost reflects purchased POY.!®
While U.S. producers vary in terms of the level of material input integration, the production of
polyester textured yarn was generally described as capital intensive with a corresponding
incentive to maintain high capacity utilization.*®

Table VI-5 shows that U.S. producers reported a range of average raw material costs
with most reporting lower average raw material costs in 2016, a mixed directional pattern in
2017, and higher average raw material costs in January-September 2018 compared to January-
September 2017.%°

Direct labor and other factory costs

In addition to other differences in company-specific cost structure, the range of average
direct labor and other factory costs shown in table VI-5 appears to be generally consistent with
differences in the level of material input processing.?

For both categories of activity, the share of total COGS accounted for by direct labor
remained within a relatively narrow range. For commercial sales only, direct labor ranged from
*** percent to *** percent of total COGS. For overall operations, direct labor accounted for a
marginally larger share: *** percent to *** percent. ***, reported steady increases in its
average per pound direct labor costs during the full-year period (see table VI-5). ***,in
conjunction with a decline in sales volume, also reported a relatively large increase in its
average per pound direct labor costs in 2016, which subsequently remained at the same level
for the rest of the period. The other U.S. producers reported minimal variability in their average
direct labor costs during the period.??

Other factory costs, the second largest component of COGS, also remained within a
relatively narrow range for both categories. Largely reflecting the decline in average raw
material costs in 2016, the share of COGS accounted for by other factory costs increased to its
highest level in that year: *** percent for commercial sales only and *** percent for overall
operations. Similarly, increases in average raw material costs generally explain the subsequent
decline in the share of COGS accounted for by other factory costs. The impact of changes in
energy costs appears to be limited with *** indicating that they were relatively stable the
period.??

17 Conference transcript, pp. 38-39 (Caudle). Petitioners’ postconference brief, exhibit 7. *** and are
therefore impacted by crude oil prices and supply and demand. Ibid. ***. Petitioners’ postconference
brief, exhibit 8.

18 November 14, 2018 e-mail with attachment from *** to USITC auditor. November 14, 2018 e-mail
with attachment from *** to USITC auditor. ***. Ibid.

19 Conference transcript, p. 23 (Freeman). Conference transcript, p. 21 (Cole).

20 %% November 14, 2018 e-mail with attachment from *** to USITC auditor. ***. USITC auditor notes
(preliminary phase). ***,

21 *hk

22%** November 14, 2018 e-mail with attachment from *** to USITC auditor.

28 Unifi identified its primary energy input as electricity. Conference transcript, p. 76 (Caudle). ***.
Petitioners’ postconference brief, exhibit 8.
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Similar to its pattern of average direct labor and in conjunction with declining sales and
production volume, *** reported increases in average other factory costs throughout the
period. In contrast and in conjunction with a mixed directional pattern of sales and production
volume, *** average other factory costs declined throughout the period.

Cost of goods sold

For both commercial sales only and overall operations, average COGS fluctuated during
the period, declining to its lowest level in 2016, increasing in 2017, and reaching its highest
level in January-September 2018. Table VI-2 and table VI-4 show that for both categories of
activity, the pattern of declining and increasing average COGS primarily reflects changes in
corresponding average raw material costs; i.e., while average direct labor and other factory
costs increased during the period, the impact on average COGS was less pronounced.

Table VI-5 shows that company-specific average COGS were generally in a similar range
with most U.S. producers reporting lower average COGS in 2016 and a mixed pattern of higher
and lower average COGS in 2017. Company-specific differences in the directional pattern of
average COGS broadly reflect variations in both average raw material costs and conversion
costs (combined direct labor and other factory costs). All U.S. producers reported higher
average COGS in January-September 2018 compared to January-September 2017.

Gross profit or loss

While remaining positive, gross profit for both commercial sales only and overall
operations declined on an absolute basis and as a ratio to sales throughout the period. Table VI-
5 shows that most U.S. producers reported declining gross profit ratios during parts of the
period with *** reporting declines throughout the period. ***, subsequent to its ***, was the
*** .S. producer that reported consecutive increases in its gross profit ratio.?*

For commercial sales only, as compared to overall operations, the sharper decline in
total gross profit generally reflects larger percentage declines in sales volume and a more
notable deterioration in gross profit ratios. The source of the deterioration in gross profit ratio
for both categories was attributable to changes in raw material costs, which were only partially
matched by corresponding changes in average sales value. The impact of changes in average
conversion costs, which increased throughout most of the period and therefore further reduced
gross profit, was also a factor but less pronounced.

SG&A expenses and operating income or loss

For commercial sales only and overall operations, total SG&A expenses declined to their
lowest annual levels of the period in 2016, increased modestly in 2017, and were somewhat
higher in January-September 2018 compared to January-September 2017.

On a company-specific basis (see table VI-5), U.S. producers reported a relatively wide
range of SG&A expense ratios (total SG&A expenses divided by total revenue) with most

2 xx% November 14, 2018 e-mail with attachment from *** to USITC auditor. ***.
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reporting modest fluctuations during the period.?® %6 *** reported increasing SG&A expense
ratios throughout the period.

Most U.S. producers reported declines in their operating results during the full-year
period (see table VI-5).2” At the end of the period, the operating loss for commercial sales only
and the lower operating results for overall operations largely reflect ***.28 The other U.S.
producers reported a mix of higher and lower operating results in January-September 2018
compared to January-September 2017.

While SG&A expenses ratios for both categories increased somewhat during the period,
the pattern of declining operating results primarily reflects the factors impacting financial
results at the gross level; i.e., reduced sales volume and declining gross profit ratios.

Interest expense, other expenses, and net income or loss

*** were the *** U.S. producers that reported interest expense with *** accounted for
the majority. Total interest expense declined to its lowest annual level in 2016 and
subsequently increased to its highest annual level in 2017. Total interest expense was also
somewhat higher in January-September 2018 compared to January-September 2017. Other
expenses and the higher level of corresponding other income fluctuated during the period and
reflect *** U.S. producer that reported other income and other expenses.

While the absolute difference between operating and net results narrowed and
widened in conjunction with changes in total interest expense and net other income and
expenses, the U.S. industry’s operating and net results followed the same directional trend
throughout the period.

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES AND RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT EXPENSES

Table VI-6 presents the U.S. producers’ capital expenditures and research and
development (R&D) expenses related to polyester textured yarn operations.

Table VI-6
Polyester textured yarn: Capital expenditures and research and development (R&D) expenses of
U.S. producers, by firm, 2015-17, January-September 2017, and January-September 2018

* * * * * * *

25 With regard to the sale of polyester textured yarn, Nan Ya and Unifi both have in-house sales
personnel, as well as separate staff that provide technical support. Conference transcript, pp. 74-75
(Caudle, Freeman). ***, Petitioner’s postconference brief, Exhibits 7 and 8. Both companies primarily
maintain finished goods inventory at the manufacturing plant and ship to customers by truck.
Conference transcript, p. 76 (Caudle, Freeman).

26 *** November 14, 2018 e-mail with attachment from *** to USITC auditor.

21 %** November 14, 2018 e-mail with attachment from *** to USITC auditor.

28 *** November 14, 2018 e-mail with attachments from *** to USITC auditor.
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Total capital expenditures were at their highest level in 2015 and declined during the
rest of the full-year period. This trend reversed itself at the end of the period with the level of
capital expenditures in January-September 2018 notably higher compared to January-
September 2017. *** accounted for the majority of total reported capital expenditures (***
percent), followed by *** (*** percent), and *** (*** percent).?° *** did not report capital
expenditures during the period.*

Total R&D expenses fluctuated during the period, declining in 2016 from their highest
level in 2015, increasing in 2017, and then somewhat higher in January-September 2018
compared to January-September 2017. Like capital expenditures, *** accounted for the
majority of total R&D expenses (*** percent), followed by *** (*** percent), and *** (***
percent).3! *** did not report R&D expenses during the period.

ASSETS AND RETURN ON ASSETS

Table VI-7 presents data on the U.S. producers’ total net assets and operating return on
net assets related to polyester textured yarn operations.*2

Table VI-7
Polyester textured yarn: U.S. producers’ total net assets and operating return on net assets, by
firm, 2015-17

CAPITAL AND INVESTMENT

The Commission requested U.S. producers of polyester textured yarn to describe any
actual or potential negative effects on their return on investment or their growth, investment,
ability to raise capital, existing development and production efforts (including efforts to
develop a derivative or more advanced version of the product), or the scale of capital
investments as a result of imports of polyester textured yarn from China and India.*® Table VI-8
tabulates the responses on actual negative effects on investment, growth and development, as
well as anticipated negative effects. Table VI-9 presents the narrative responses of U.S.

29 xxx *** nroducer questionnaires, responses to 1ll-13 (note 1).

30 xx*x November 14, 2018 e-mail with attachment from *** to USITC auditor.

81 %% nroducer questionnaires, responses to 1ll-13 (note 2).

32 With respect to a company’s overall operations, staff notes that a total asset value (i.e., the bottom
line value on the asset side of a company’s balance sheet) reflects an aggregation of a number of current
and non-current assets, which, in many instances, are not product specific. The ability of U.S. producers
to assign total asset values to discrete product lines affects the meaningfulness of operating return on
net assets.

3 While *** are not included in the U.S. industry’s financial results (see footnote 1), their producer
questionnaire responses regarding actual and anticipated negative effects due to subject imports are
reflected in table VI-8 and table VI-9.
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producers regarding actual and anticipated negative effects on investment, growth and
development.

Table VI-8

Polyester textured yarn: Negative effects of imports from subject sources on investment, growth,
and development since January 1, 2015

* * * * * * *

Table VI-9

Polyester textured yarn: Narrative response of U.S. producers regarding actual and anticipated
negative effects of imports from subject sources on investment, growth, and development since
January 1, 2015
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PART VII: THREAT CONSIDERATIONS AND INFORMATION ON
NONSUBJECT COUNTRIES

Section 771(7)(F)(i) of the Act (19 U.S.C. 8§ 1677(7)(F)(i)) provides that—

In determining whether an industry in the United States is threatened
with material injury by reason of imports (or sales for importation) of the
subject merchandise, the Commission shall consider, among other
relevant economic factors?--

Q) if a countervailable subsidy is involved, such information as
may be presented to it by the administering authority as to the
nature of the subsidy (particularly as to whether the
countervailable subsidy is a subsidy described in Article 3 or
6.1 of the Subsidies Agreement), and whether imports of the
subject merchandise are likely to increase,

(D) any existing unused production capacity or imminent,
substantial increase in production capacity in the exporting
country indicating the likelihood of substantially increased
imports of the subject merchandise into the United States,
taking into account the availability of other export markets to
absorb any additional exports,

(Il asignificant rate of increase of the volume or market
penetration of imports of the subject merchandise indicating
the likelihood of substantially increased imports,

(IV)  whether imports of the subject merchandise are entering at
prices that are likely to have a significant depressing or
suppressing effect on domestic prices, and are likely to
increase demand for further imports,

(V) inventories of the subject merchandise,

1 Section 771(7)(F)(ii) of the Act (19 U.S.C. § 1677(7)(F)(ii)) provides that “The Commission shall
consider {these factors} . . . as a whole in making a determination of whether further dumped or
subsidized imports are imminent and whether material injury by reason of imports would occur unless
an order is issued or a suspension agreement is accepted under this title. The presence or absence of
any factor which the Commission is required to consider . . . shall not necessarily give decisive guidance
with respect to the determination. Such a determination may not be made on the basis of mere
conjecture or supposition.”
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(V)  the potential for product-shifting if production facilities in the
foreign country, which can be used to produce the subject
merchandise, are currently being used to produce other
products,

(VIl)  in any investigation under this title which involves imports of
both a raw agricultural product (within the meaning of
paragraph (4)(E)(iv)) and any product processed from such raw
agricultural product, the likelihood that there will be increased
imports, by reason of product shifting, if there is an affirmative
determination by the Commission under section 705(b)(1) or
735(b)(1) with respect to either the raw agricultural product or
the processed agricultural product (but not both),

(VHI)  the actual and potential negative effects on the existing
development and production efforts of the domestic industry,
including efforts to develop a derivative or more advanced
version of the domestic like product, and

(IX)  any other demonstrable adverse trends that indicate the
probability that there is likely to be material injury by reason of
imports (or sale for importation) of the subject merchandise
(whether or not it is actually being imported at the time).?

Information on the nature of the alleged subsidies was presented earlier in this report;
information on the volume and pricing of imports of the subject merchandise is presented in
Parts IV and V; and information on the effects of imports of the subject merchandise on U.S.
producers’ existing development and production efforts is presented in Part VI. Information on
inventories of the subject merchandise; foreign producers’ operations, including the potential
for “product-shifting;” any other threat indicators, if applicable; and any dumping in third-
country markets, follows. Also presented in this section of the report is information obtained
for consideration by the Commission on nonsubject countries.

2 Section 771(7)(F)(iii) of the Act (19 U.S.C. § 1677(7)(F)(iii)) further provides that, in antidumping
investigations, “. . . the Commission shall consider whether dumping in the markets of foreign countries
(as evidenced by dumping findings or antidumping remedies in other WTO member markets against the
same class or kind of merchandise manufactured or exported by the same party as under investigation)
suggests a threat of material injury to the domestic industry.”
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THE INDUSTRY IN CHINA

The Commission issued foreign producers’ or exporters’ questionnaires to 44 firms
believed to produce and/or export polyester textured yarn from China.® No responses to the
Commission’s questionnaire were received from these firms.* Petitioners estimate that China’s
polyester textured yarn capacity in 2017 was *** and production was ***, for an estimated
2017 capacity utilization rate of ***.5

Exports

According to GTA, the leading export markets for polyester textured yarn from China are
Pakistan, Turkey, and Vietnam (table VII-1).6 During 2017, the United States was the 13t largest
export market for polyester textured yarn from China, accounting for 2.1 percent.

3 These firms were identified through a review of information submitted in the petition and
contained in *** records.

* Multiple outreach attempts were made via email and fax to obtain questionnaires from Chinese
firms identified by the petition to be major producers of polyester textured yarn, including Suzhou
Shenghong Fiber Co. Ltd., Fujian Billion Polymerization Fiber Technology, and Fujian Zhengqi High Tech
Fiber. Petition, Volume Il p. 2. *** Email from ***.

® Petitioners’ postconference brief, Exhibit 16.
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Table VII-1

Polyester textured yarn:’ Exports from China, 2015-2017

Destination market

Calendar year

2015

2016 |

2017

Quantity (1,000 pounds)

China exports to the United States 33,153 35,876 41,586
China exports to other major destination markets.--
Pakistan 294,766 313,761 229,092
Turkey 151,673 146,814 198,274
Vietnam 167,220 173,148 177,458
Brazil 74,787 137,052 172,530
Egypt 71,092 91,648 141,830
Korea 141,193 139,156 138,145
Bangladesh 82,161 88,094 108,955
Mexico 88,369 91,766 96,031
All other destination markets 523,615 648,127 677,187
Total China exports 1,628,027 1,865,442 1,981,088
Value (1,000 dollars)
China exports to the United States 25,912 24,753 31,633
China exports to other major destination markets.--
Pakistan 178,513 171,451 143,822
Turkey 108,221 94,558 139,460
Viethnam 119,584 109,209 134,512
Brazil 47,240 74,267 104,558
Egypt 44,778 49,573 87,700
Korea 119,260 105,241 112,103
Bangladesh 55,350 52,956 75,250
Mexico 63,320 57,161 66,306
All other destination markets 396,113 429,398 494,856
Total China exports 1,158,290 1,168,568 1,390,199

Table continued on next page.

" Global trade databases present data on six-digit HTS subheading 5402.33, which describes the
article as: "synthetic filament yarn other than sewing thread, not put up for retail sale, textured yarn of
polyester." Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the United States 2018.
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Table VII-1-Continued
Polyester textured yarn: Exports from China, 2015-2017

Calendar year

Destination market 2015 | 2016 | 2017
Unit value (dollars per pound)
China exports to the United States 0.78 0.69 0.76
China exports to other major destination markets.--
Pakistan 0.61 0.55 0.63
Turkey 0.71 0.64 0.70
Vietham 0.72 0.63 0.76
Brazil 0.63 0.54 0.61
Egypt 0.63 0.54 0.62
Korea 0.84 0.76 0.81
Bangladesh 0.67 0.60 0.69
Mexico 0.72 0.62 0.69
All other destination markets 0.76 0.66 0.73
Total China exports 0.71 0.63 0.70

Share of quantity (percent)

China exports to the United States 2.0 1.9 2.1
China exports to other major destination markets.--
Pakistan 18.1 16.8 11.6
Turkey 9.3 7.9 10.0
Vietham 10.3 9.3 9.0
Brazil 4.6 7.3 8.7
Egypt 4.4 4.9 7.2
Korea 8.7 7.5 7.0
Bangladesh 5.0 4.7 5.5
Mexico 5.4 4.9 4.8
All other destination markets 32.2 34.7 34.2
Total China exports 100.0 100.0 100.0

Note.--Shares and ratios shown as "0.0" represent values greater than zero, but less than "0.05" percent.

Source: Official exports statistics under HS subheading 5402.33 as reported by China Customs in the
Global Trade Atlas database, accessed November 9, 2018.

THE INDUSTRY IN INDIA

The Commission issued foreign producers’ or exporters’ questionnaires to 27 firms
believed to produce and/or export polyester textured yarn from India.? Usable responses to the
Commission’s questionnaire were received from four firms: Ascent Yarns Private Limited
(“Ascent”), JBF Industries Limited (“JBF”), Reliance Industries Ltd. (“Reliance”), and Sarla
Performance Fibers Ltd. (“Sarla”). These firms’ exports to the United States accounted for
approximately *** percent of U.S. imports of polyester textured yarn from India in 2017.

8 These firms were identified through a review of information submitted in the petition and
contained in *** records.
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According to estimates requested of the responding Indian producers, the production of
polyester textured yarn in India reported in questionnaires accounts for between *** and ***
percent of overall production of polyester textured yarn in India.® Table VII- 2 presents
information on the polyester textured yarn operations of the responding producers and
exporters in India.

Table VII-2

Polyester textured yarn: Summary data for producers in India, 2017

Exports to Share of Share of firm's
Share of | the United reported Total total shipments
Production | reported States exports to the | shipments | exported to the

(1,000 production (1,000 United States (1,000 United States

Firm pounds) (percent) pounds) (percent) pounds) (percent)

Ascent *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *k%k
J B F *k% *k% *k% *%k% *k% *kk
Rel | ance *%k% *k% *%k% *%k% *k% *kk
Sarl a *kk *kk *kk *kk *kk *k%k
Total el 100.0 il 100.0 il il

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires.

Changes in operations

As presented in table VII-3, Indian producers reported expansions and one Indian

producer reported revised labor agreements since January 1, 2015.

Table VII-3

Polyester textured yarn: Reported changes in operations by producers in India, since January 1,

2015

Operations on polyester textured yarn

Table VII-4 presents information on the polyester textured yarn operations of the
responding producers and exporters in India. Capacity, production, capacity utilization, total
home market shipments, and total exports all peaked in 2016, before decreasing in 2017 to
levels similar to 2015.

® This percentage range was calculated by dividing *** (the total reported 2017 production of all four
firms) by a low of *** pounds of total 2017 Indian production, based on *** reported 2017 production
and estimate of its percentage of total Indian production, and a high of *** pounds, based on ***
reported 2017 production and estimate of its percentage of total Indian production. Petitioners
estimate total Indian production in 2017 was *** pounds, which would make questionnaire responses
represent *** percent of total production in India. Petitioners’ postconference brief, Exhibit 16.
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Capacity increased by *** percent from 2015 to 2016, followed by a decrease of ***
percent from 2016 to 2017, for an overall increase in capacity between 2015 and 2017 of ***,
Capacity is projected to remain at the 2017 level in 2018 and 2019. Production increased by
*** percent from 2015 to 2016, followed by a decrease of *** percent from 2016 to 2017, for
an overall decrease between 2015 and 2017 of *** percent. However, production was ***
percent higher in interim 2018 than interim 2017. Capacity utilization increased by ***
percentage points from 2015 to 2016, followed by a decrease of *** percentage points from
2016 to 2017. Capacity utilization is projected to increase by *** percentage points from 2018
to 20109.

Home market shipments increased by *** percent from 2015 to 2016, followed by a
decrease of *** percent from 2016 to 2017, for an overall increase of *** percent. Home
market shipments were *** percent higher in interim 2018 than in interim 2017, and are
projected to increase by *** percent between 2018 and 2019.

Exports as a share of total shipments have decreased from *** percent in 2015 to ***
percent in interim 2018. Total export shipments increased by *** percent from 2015 to 2016,
then decreased by *** percent from 2016 to 2017, for an overall decrease of *** percent
between 2015 and 2017. However, export shipments are projected to increase between 2018
and 2019 by *** percent. The share of total export shipments to the United States has
increased from *** percent of total exports in 2015 to *** percent of total exports in interim
2018. Indian producers and exporters identified the following as their principal export markets
for polyester textured yarn: ***,

Table VII-4
Polyester textured yarn: Data on industry in India, 2015-17, January to September 2017, and
January to September 2018 and projection calendar years 2018 and 2019

* * * * * * *
Alternative products

Table VII-5 presents the overall capacity and production on the same equipment as in-
scope production by Indian producers. Three of the four responding Indian firms produce other
products on the same equipment and machinery used to produce polyester textured yarn.
Approximately *** percent of total production on the same machinery consisted of out-of-
scope products during the January 2015 to September 2018 period. These products included
fully drawn yarn, twisted polyester filament yarn from fully drawn yarn, dyed cotton yarn, dyed
polyester spun yarn, and dyed polyester blended spun yarns. Total production increased by
*** percent from 2015 to 2016, and decreased by *** percent from 2016 to 2017, for an
overall increase of *** percent from 2015 to 2017. Production in interim 2018 was *** percent
higher than in interim 2017. Overall capacity utilization increased by *** percentage points
from 2015 to 2016, then decreased by *** percentage points from 2016 to 2017, for an overall
decrease in capacity utilization between 2015 and 2017 of *** percentage points.
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Table VII-5

Polyester textured yarn: Overall capacity and production on the same equipment as in-scope
production by producers in India, 2015-17, January to September 2017, and January to September
2018

Exports

According to GTA, the leading export markets for polyester textured yarn from India are
Brazil, Turkey, and Bangladesh (table VII-6). During 2017, the United States was the 13t largest
export market for polyester textured yarn from India, accounting for 1.6 percent.

Table VII-6
Polyester textured yarn*®: Exports from India, 2015-17

Calendar year
Destination market 2015 | 2016 | 2017
Quantity (1,000 pounds)
India exports to the United States 23,586 20,218 18,798
India exports to other major destination markets.--
Brazil 167,033 253,435 299,106
Turkey 270,854 295,728 277,765
Bangladesh 74,901 92,058 74,766
Korea 59,818 70,927 57,403
Peru 38,234 38,223 42,520
Egypt 30,831 30,746 38,700
Mexico 35,113 35,660 32,790
Vietham 26,309 23,995 26,803
All other destination markets 344,624 356,515 321,340
Total India exports 1,071,303 1,217,506 1,189,992
Value (1,000 dollars)
India exports to the United States 17,705 12,398 12,631
India exports to other major destination markets.--
Brazil 105,193 138,892 186,266
Turkey 176,314 175,075 185,534
Bangladesh 47,996 53,761 51,045
Korea 39,387 41,441 37,421
Peru 25,259 22,180 28,471
Egypt 19,644 17,646 25,707
Mexico 23,583 21,030 20,992
Vietham 19,471 16,768 20,551
All other destination markets 234,930 214,688 218,175
Total India exports 709,481 713,880 786,793

Table continued on next page.

19 Global trade databases present data on six-digit HTS subheading 5402.33, which describes the
article as: "synthetic filament yarn other than sewing thread, not put up for retail sale, textured yarn of
polyester." Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the United States 2018.
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Table VII-6-Continued
Polyester textured yarn: Exports from India, 2015-17

Calendar year
Destination market 2015 | 2016 | 2017
Unit value (dollars per pound)
India exports to the United States 0.75 0.61 0.67
India exports to other major destination markets.--
Brazil 0.63 0.55 0.62
Turkey 0.65 0.59 0.67
Bangladesh 0.64 0.58 0.68
Korea 0.66 0.58 0.65
Peru 0.66 0.58 0.67
Egypt 0.64 0.57 0.66
Mexico 0.67 0.59 0.64
Vietnam 0.74 0.70 0.77
All other destination markets 0.68 0.60 0.68
Total India exports 0.66 0.59 0.66
Share of quantity (percent)
India exports to the United States 2.2 1.7 1.6
India exports to other major destination markets.--
Brazil 15.6 20.8 25.1
Turkey 25.3 24.3 23.3
Bangladesh 7.0 7.6 6.3
Korea 5.6 5.8 4.8
Peru 3.6 3.1 3.6
Egypt 2.9 2.5 3.3
Mexico 3.3 2.9 2.8
Vietham 2.5 2.0 2.3
All other destination markets 32.2 29.3 27.0
Total India exports 100.0 100.0 100.0

Note.--Shares and ratios shown as "0.0" represent values greater than zero, but less than "0.05" percent.

Source: Official exports statistics under HS subheading 5402.33 as reported by Ministry of Commerce in
the Global Trade Atlas database, accessed November 9, 2018.

U.S. INVENTORIES OF IMPORTED MERCHANDISE

Table VII-7 presents data on U.S. importers’ reported inventories of polyester textured
yarn. End-of-period inventories from China increased by 28.4 percent between 2015 and 2017,
and were 2.2 percent higher in interim 2018 than interim 2017. End-of-period inventories from
India decreased by 16.5 percent between 2015 and 2017, and were 34.5 percent lower in
interim 2018 than interim 2017. End-of-period inventories for subject sources increased by 6.1
percent between 2015 and 2017, while end-of-period inventories for nonsubject sources
decreased by *** percent. Overall, inventories from all import sources declined by *** percent
between 2015 and 2017, and were *** percent lower in interim 2018 than interim 2017.
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The ratio of importers’ inventories to U.S. shipments of subject imports ranged from ***
to *** percent between 2015 and 2017, while the ratio of nonsubject import sources to the
U.S. shipments ranged from *** to *** percent.

Table VII-7
Polyester textured yarn: U.S. importers' end-of-period inventories of imports by source, 2015-17,
January to September 2017, and January to September 2018

Calendar year January to September
ltem 2015 | 2016 | 2017 2017 | 2018
Inventories (1,000 pounds); Ratios (percent)
Imports from China
Inventories 2,791 2,408 3,583 2,749 2,809
Ratio to U.S. imports 13.8 12.2 14.1 11.9 11.3
Ratio to U.S. shipments of imports 13.9 11.9 14.3 12.0 11.3
Ratio to total shipments of imports 13.9 11.9 14.3 12.0 11.3
Imports from India
Inventories 2,749 2,422 2,295 3,384 2,215
Ratio to U.S. imports rxx rrx i rxx *rx
Ratio to U.S. shipments of imports rrx *rx *rk rrx ol
Ratio to total shipments of imports *rx il i ol il
Imports from subject sources
Inventories 5,540 4,829 5,878 6,133 5,024
Ratio to U.S. imports rxx rrx i rxx *rx
Ratio to U.S. shipments of imports rxx rxx *rx rxx *rx
Ratio to total shipments of imports *rx il i *rk il
Imports from nonsubject sources
| nVe nto I’IeS *k*k *k%k *k% *k%k *k%k
Ratio to U.S. imports rokk ok ok ok il
Ratio to U.S. shipments of imports rkk Fkk il rkk el
Ratio to total shipments of imports *rx il i *rk *rk
Imports from all import sources:
I nve nto ri es * %% *k% *kk *k% **k%
Ratio to U.S. imports rokk ok ok ok il
Ratio to U.S. shipments of imports rkk Fkk il rkk el
Ratio to total shipments of imports *rx il i *rk il

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to Commission questionnaires.

U.S. IMPORTERS’ OUTSTANDING ORDERS

The Commission requested importers to indicate whether they imported or arranged for
the importation of polyester textured yarn from China or India after September 30, 2018.
Eighteen of the 21 importers indicated that they had arranged such imports. These data are
presented in table VII-8.

Table VII-8
Polyester textured yarn: Arranged imports, October 2018 through September 2018

* * * * * * *
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ANTIDUMPING OR COUNTERVAILING DUTY ORDERS IN THIRD-COUNTRY MARKETS!?

According to petitioners, there are currently three countries with antidumping duty
orders in place on PTY from subject countries. Argentina, Pakistan, and Turkey have orders in
place against PTY import from China and Turkey has an order in place against PTY imports from
India. Argentina imposed the duty order on PTY from China in 2010, which was extended after a
sunset review in 2016. Argentina also imposed an antidumping order on imports of polyester
yarn, including PTY from India, but that order was revoked in a sunset review in 2017. Turkey’s
antidumping duty order on imports of PTY from China was imposed in 2008 and extended after
a sunset review in 2014 while the order on imports of PTY from India was imposed in 2000 and
extended in 2012. Pakistan’s order on PTY from China was imposed in 2017.

INFORMATION ON NONSUBJECT COUNTRIES

Table VII-9 presents global exports of polyester textured yarn.*? Global exports
increased minimally by 0.7 percent by quantity and increased 9.1 percent by value during
2016-17.In 2017, the four leading country exporters (China, India, Taiwan, and Indonesia)
accounted for 79.9 percent of the quantity and 70.4 of the value, respectively, of global exports
of polyester textured yarn.

11 Unless otherwise noted, information in this section is based on petitioners’ postconference brief,
exh. 19.

12 Global trade databases present data on six-digit HTS subheading 5402.33, which describes the
article as: “synthetic filament yarn other than sewing thread, not put up for retail sale, textured yarn of
polyester.” Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the United States 2018).
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Table VII-9

Polyester textured yarn: Global exports by exporter, 2015-17
Calendar year
Exporter 2015 | 2016 | 2017
Quantity (1,000 pounds)
United States 69,364 63,264 79,329
China 1,628,027 1,865,442 1,981,088
India 1,071,303 1,217,506 1,189,992
All other major reporting exporters.--
Taiwan 273,647 299,875 291,907
Indonesia 192,534 195,481 220,801
Thailand 166,289 176,435 186,272
Malaysia 223,581 183,647 164,743
Italy 54,600 54,432 56,727
Belarus 47,479 48,814 46,548
Turkey 37,318 39,598 45,134
Belgium 25,674 27,367 44,338
Mexico 50,642 46,006 44,088
All other exporters 369,468 361,729 259,176
Total global exports 4,209,926 4,579,596 4,610,144
Value (1,000 dollars)
United States 304,793 262,528 316,396
China 2,553,590 2,576,248 3,064,861
India 1,564,137 1,573,834 1,734,580
All other major reporting exporters.--
Taiwan 610,378 578,016 610,008
Indonesia 325,361 294,385 356,608
Thailand 274,292 268,001 304,169
Malaysia 304,577 225,825 227,286
Italy 240,712 239,529 246,582
Belarus 85,149 86,041 89,894
Turkey 117,178 116,536 134,056
Belgium 55,102 57,662 58,236
Mexico 134,921 115,125 109,625
All other exporters 1,272,215 1,117,434 943,647
Total global exports 7,842,406 7,511,163 8,195,948

Table continued on next page.

VII-12




Table VII-9 Continued

Polyester textured yarn: Global exports by exporter, 2015-17

Calendar year

Exporter 2015 | 2016 | 2017
Unit value (dollars per pound)
United States 4.39 4.15 3.99
China 1.57 1.38 1.55
India 1.46 1.29 1.46
All other major reporting exporters.--
Taiwan 2.23 1.93 2.09
Indonesia 1.69 1.51 1.62
Thailand 1.65 1.52 1.63
Malaysia 1.36 1.23 1.38
Italy 4.41 4.40 4.35
Belarus 1.79 1.76 1.93
Turkey 3.14 2.94 2.97
Belgium 2.15 2.11 1.31
Mexico 2.66 2.50 2.49
All other exporters 3.44 3.09 3.64
Total global exports 1.86 1.64 1.78
Share of quantity (percent)
United States 1.6 1.4 1.7
China 38.7 40.7 43.0
India 25.4 26.6 25.8
All other major reporting exporters.--
Taiwan 6.5 6.5 6.3
Indonesia 4.6 4.3 4.8
Thailand 3.9 3.9 4.0
Malaysia 5.3 4.0 3.6
Italy 1.3 1.2 1.2
Belarus 1.1 1.1 1.0
Turkey 0.9 0.9 1.0
Belgium 0.6 0.6 1.0
Mexico 1.2 1.0 1.0
All other exporters 8.8 7.9 5.6
Total global exports 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Official exports statistics under HS subheadings 5402.33, as reported by various national

statistical authorities in the IHS/GTA database, accessed November 9, 2018.
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APPENDIX A

FEDERAL REGISTER NOTICES
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The Commission makes available notices relevant to its investigations and reviews on its
website, www.usitc.gov. In addition, the following tabulation presents, in chronological order,
Federal Register notices issued by the Commission and Commerce during the current

proceeding.
Citation Title Link

83 FR 53899 Polyester Textured Yarn From China | https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-

October 25,2018 | and India; Institution of 2018-10-25/pdf/2018-23287.pdf
Antidumping and Countervailing
Duty Investigations and Scheduling
of Preliminary Phase Investigations

83 FR 58223

November 19,
2018

Polyester Textured Yarn From India
and the People’s Republic of China:
Initiation of Less-Than-Fair-Value
Investigations

https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pka/FR-
2018-11-19/pdf/2018-24953.pdf

83 FR 58232

November 19,
2018

Polyester Textured Yarn From India
and the People’s Republic of China:
Initiation of Countervailing Duty
Investigations

https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pka/FR-

2018-11-19/pdf/2018-24952.pdf
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APPENDIX B

LIST OF STAFF CONFERENCE WITNESSES
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CALENDAR OF PUBLIC PRELIMINARY CONFERENCE

Those listed below appeared as witnesses at the United States International
Trade Commission’s preliminary conference:

Subject: Polyester Textured Yarn from China and India
Inv. Nos.: 701-TA-612-613 and 731-TA-1429-1430 (Preliminary)
Date and Time: November 8, 2018 - 9:30 a.m.

Sessions were held in connection with these preliminary phase investigations in the
Main Hearing Room (Room 101), 500 E Street, SW., Washington, DC.

OPENING REMARKS:

In Support of Imposition (Paul C. Resenthal, Kelly Drye & Warren LLP)
In Opposition to Imposition (Kristen Smith, Sandler, Travis, & Rosenberg, P.A.)

In Support of the Imposition of
Antidumping and Countervailing Duty Orders:

Kelly Drye & Warren LLP
Washington, DC
on behalf of

Unifi Manufacturing, Inc.
Nan Ya Plastics Corp. America

Thomas Caudle, Director, President and Chief Operating Officer,
Unifi Manufacturing, Inc.

Timothy Cole, Vice President of Manufacturing,
Unifi Manufacturing, Inc.

Jane L. Johnson, Manager, Government Relations,
Unifi Manufacturing, Inc.

Sohan Mangaldas, Vice President of Supply Chain,
Pricing and Global Market Intelligence,
Unifi Manufacturing, Inc.
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